Notes
[-75 Oakland County Planning/Environmenta Study,
[-75 Council Meeting
July 30, 2002
Madison Heights Library, 10:00 am.

Background: This was the second meeting of the I-75 Council

Purpose: The principal purpose of the meeting was to review the preliminary findings with respect to
transit and HOV analyses.

Attendance:  See attached list.
Discussion:

Introductions

Dave Wresinski opened the meeting with introductions. Joe Corradino indicated that the notes from the May 22™
meeting had been distributed twice prior to the meeting, and inquired if there were any comments. He aso noted
that the notes would be posted on the Web once finalized. Robin Beltramini indicated she hadn’t received the
notes. She was provided a copy and asked to comment as time permits.

Transit/ HOV Analysis

Joe Corradino introduced the discussion of the results of the Transit/HOV analysis, a report on which had been
distributed in advance of the meeting. He noted that at the August 21* public meeting, this subject would be the
main topic of the presentation. To confirm the accuracy of the results obtained to date, ameeting will be held with
SEMCOG to discuss the models being used for the analysis.

Ken Kaltenbach then explained the results of the analysis using a PowerPoint presentation. Heindicated thefirst
step was to check the model that had been transmitted from SEM COG against the moddl that had been used in the
Feasibility Study in the year 2000. Then for this EIS work, a mode-split model had been added to the newest
SEMCOG model. He explained the nature of the nested logit mode-split model.

Tom Barwin asked what population forecasts were included in the model. Ken Kaltenbach responded they were
SEMCOG's 2025 forecasts.

Ken Kaltenbach went on to explain the characteristics of the generic rapid transit system included in the Woodward
Avenue corridor.

Ron Ristau asked how future transit trips in total with the rapid transit in the Woodward corridor compared to
future trangit trips with no such transit development. Ken Kaltenbach explained these relations and explained that
some transit trips in the Woodward corridor were conversions from bus trips in that corridor.

Joe Corradino noted that the high-quality transit service in the Woodward corridor looks viable asfar north as 8- or
9-Mile Road. Thiswas consistent with earlier studies that have been done in the corridor dating back to the mid-
70s. But, he noted that beyond 9-Mile Road transit ridership drops significantly.

John Lydick asked why the dropoff was so dramatic north of 9-Mile. Ken Kaltenbach responded it waslargely a
function of the changesin density, both in terms of population and employment. Tom Barwin asked if he could get
acopy of mapping that indicated these densities. Joe Corradino said that Corradino would provide it.



Joe Corradino indicated there were two key questions about transit: 1) Istransit viable in the Woodward corridor?;
and, 2) Does it eliminate the need for additional lanage on |-75? He stated that the analysis indicated that the
answer to thefirst question is“yes’, and transit is viable in the Woodward corridor south of 9-Mile Road. But the
answer to the second question was “no”, that even having high-quality rapid transit in the Woodward corridor
would not eliminate the need of an additiona lane on I-75.

Ken Kaltenbach then reviewed the tests that were conducted for HOV treatment on I-75. Thetestsindicated that an
HOV lane would carry more people than the adjacent general-purpose lane and that the overall person throughput
of 75 would also improve with an HOV lane. However, the travel time saving (one minute per mile) that is
generally considered to be appropriate for implementation of an HOV lane is not achieved. Over the 28 miles
analyzed, there was only about a three-minute travel time difference for HOV vehicles compared to those in the
general purpose lane. This resulted in a net present worth cost savings of $7-8 million per year. And, with the
HOV, there areissues of enforcement and the local costs associated with it. Nevertheless, Joe Corradino indicated
the HOV lane was deserving of more analysis at the “practica alternatives’ level of detail.

Tom Barwin asked if any survey work had been done with respect to carpooling. Frank Cardimen said that in a
recent year, thousands of surveys had been conducted that basically found carpooling to be an unattractive
aternative. Joe Corradino noted that a more recent SEMCOG call-in survey found carpooling was“ down the list”
of priorities of transportation needs/solutions in Oakland County. Jon Austin added that studiesin Oakland and
Macomb counties have found that these counties lead the nation in single-auto occupancy. Frank Cardimen added
that five years ago, 86.4 percent of drivers indicated they drive aone. For that reason, Frank Cardimen thought
that the estimates of use of an HOV lane may be high.

Joe Corradino indicated that during construction of improvementsto I-75, if approved, carpools and transit would
be an important component of maintenance of traffic.

Dave Vanderveen asked whether any special considerations were being made for trucking and freight. Joe
Corradino responded that not specifically related to this analysis.

Joe Corradino summarized the transit/HOV analysis as concluding that transit has arole in the Woodward corridor,
but does not eliminate the need to widen F75. He recommended that further testing of rapid transit is not
appropriate as an aternative to widening I-75. But, more analysisis required of HOV.

Indirect/Cumulative Effects

Joe Corradino explained that the analysis for the EIS would look at the “ripple wave” effects of widening I-75in
Oakland and Wayne counties. He generally reviewed the contents of the Indirect (Secondary) and Cumulative
Effects Methodol ogy which was included in the materials sent to the Council members in advance of the mesting.

Brian Blaesing noted that, in looking at a graphic on the Indirect/Cumulative M ethodology paper, that roadswhich
parallel |75 seem to show a reduction in traffic. He also noted that some roads seem to be affected that are
remote from the project. Joe Corradino indicated that the graphic indicates which roads will experience traffic
changes (increases and decreases) in 2025 greater than 10 percent with 1-75 widened. The graphics do not show
changes from today’ straffic. Brian Blaesing pursued the notion of whether or not the graphic indicated that some
roads needed to be improved and whether that might be a component to the Environmental |mpact Statement. Joe
Corradino said work to date shows where 2025 traffic is expected to change. If those roads need widening because
I-75 were widened, the impacts of such would be analyzed as part of the “ripple wave” effects of the project. Joe
Corradino cautioned that the preliminary determination of changesin traffic on non-1-75 roads could change as the
modeling work advanced.



Tom Barwin asked when the environmental report for the project would be produced. Joe Corradino responded
that at the end of this year/the beginning of 2003, the technical datafrom anumber of analyseswould be available
for public review. He noted there was a scoping meeting scheduled for late August (now set for the 29™) wherein
agencies can help set the direction of those analyses. He stated further that the draft EIS would be available
approximately ayear from now. It would be then followed by the final EIS in late 2003/early 2004.

In response to a question from Tom Barwin, Joe Corradino noted that apublic health air quality analysis would not
be conducted for the EIS. But, the air quality analysis would discuss air toxic issues. And, it would conform to
any needs generated by implementation of the eight-hour ozone standard. Joe Corradino noted that EPA had not
set standards for air toxics for mobile sources (i.e., automotive vehicles).

Purpose and Need Statement

Joe Corradino explained that the Purpose and Need statement was an explanation of why aproject is needed - why
here and why now. It would be distributed to the Council as soon as the draft was approved by MDOT.
Nevertheless, he asked all Council members to attend the scoping meeting. A notice would be sent.

Tom Barwin commented that the project needed to project population in a way that changes other than those
dependent on current thinking (largely highway influenced) were considered. Joe Corradino noted the popul ation
projections are the purview of SEMCOG.

Tom Barwin asked how rapid transit could be excluded from further analysis. Joe Corradino responded that if
rapid transit does not meet the need for the project, it should not be included in the mix of alternativesevaluatedin
the Environmental Impact Statement. Dave Wresinski indicated that analysis of rapid transit beyond the scope of
the project and beyond the scope of the federal process was unwarranted. He further noted that land use issuesfall
to SEMCOG. Garry Bulluck of SEMCOG noted that land use issues are really a state legislative issue.

Robin Beltramini indicated that local financial commitments to roadways and/or transit were, to some degree,
competitive decisions. She had a concern that once the dollars were committed to the highway mode, there may be
less available to transit. Dave Wresinski responded that insofar as the I-75 improvements were concerned, state
money had been alocated for the environmental analysis and design phases, but no monies had yet been committed
to construction.

Tom Barwin indicated that transit would better enhance the region’s quality of life, including the air quaity. Joe
Corradino responded that if you take alook at air quality in the cities that have implemented rapid transit systems
in recent years, such as San Diego and St. Louis, you ssimply don’t see the kind of mode shift necessary to generate
asignificant air quality improvement.

Tom Barwin wanted the record to indicate that dropping rapid transit at this point in the processdid not meet his
understanding of how the EI'S would be conducted based on his participation on a SEMCOG Advisory Committee.

Dave Vanderveen indicated the approach being taken by the consultant as it relates to rapid transit is consistent
with his understanding of the agreed-upon process.

Upcoming Meetings

A public meeting will be held at the Troy Public Library to present the findings of the transittHOV anaysis on
August 21* at the same location. Tom Barwin questioned this timing in light of school startup. The Mayor of
Troy indicated that he could have the public meeting videotaped so it would be available to individuals at times
other than the scheduled meeting time.




The scoping meeting is scheduled for August 28" from 9:30 to 12:00 in the Troy Library. (At the end of the
meeting, it was determined that this was a conflict with a SEMCOG meeting and so the date was changed to
August 29™.)

The Mayor of Troy asked if everyone agreed that 1-75 should be widened. Tom Barwin responded that he did not
know the answer to that question, based on the information available at this time.

The meeting ended about noon.

A Public M eeting was scheduled for:

August 21, 2002 6:30-8:30 p.m.
City of Troy Public Library Meeting Room

An Agency Scoping M eeting was scheduled for:

August 29, 2002 9:30-12noon
City of Troy Public Library Meeting Room
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75 Environmental Impact Statement

Council Meeting
Date: July 30, 2002
Time: 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM

Location: Madison Heights, Michigan

Name Representing Address City Zip Telephone E-mail
John Abraham Troy 500 W. Big Beaver Troy 48084 248-524-3379 abrahamjk@ci.troy.mi.us
Jon Austin Madison Hits. 300 W. 13 Mile Madison Hits. 48071 248-583-0829 jonaustin@madison-heights.org
Tom Barwin Ferndale 300 E. Nine Mile Ferndale 48020 248-546-2360 tbarwin@ameritech.net
Robin Beltramini Troy 6564 Parkview Troy 48098 248-879-8898 rbeltram@hotmail.com
Mary Ann Bernardi Troy resident 384 Lawson Ct. Troy 48084 248-689-7891 pepblk2@aol.com
Brian Blaesing RCOC Bev. Hills 248-645-2000 bblaesing@rcoc.org
Garry Bulluck SEMCOG 535 Griswold, #300 Detroit 48826 313-961-4266 bulluck@semcog.org
Frank Cardimen TIA 2187 Orchard Lk. Rd. Sylvan Lk. 48320 248-334-4971 frankc@tiami.org
Robert Corbett Madison Hts. 300 W. 13 Mile Madison Hts. 48071 248-583-0829 rcorb1220@aol.com
Joe Corradino Corradino 200 S. 5" Street Louisville 40202 800-880-8241 jccorradino@corradino.com
Sue Datta MDOT 18101 W. Nine Mile Southfield 48075 248-483-5135 dattas@michigan.gov
Dan Devine Bloomfield Twp. 4200 Telegraph Bloomfield Hills 48303 248-433-7704 ddevine@bloomfieldtwp.org
Dan Dirks SMART 660 Woodward, Suite 950 Detroit 48226 313-223-2107 dgdirks@smartbus.org
Linda J. Hickmott Hazel Park 111 E. 9 Mile Hazel Park 48030 248-546-4060 lihdcl@yahoo.com
Ken Kaltenbach Corradino 200 S. 5" Street Louisville 40202 800-880-8241 kkaltenbach@corradino.com
Jose Lopez MDOT P.O. Box 30050 Lansing 48909 517-373-9534 lopezjoe@michigan.gov
John Lydick TRU 1150 Griswold #2800 Detroit 48226 313-963-8872 trumember@ameritech.net
Dave Payne Bloomfield Twp. 4200 Telegraph Bloomfield Hills 48302 248-433-7708 dpayne@bloomfieldtwp.org
Matt Pryor City of Troy 500 Big Beaver Troy 48084 248-709-0383 matt@mattpryor.org
Ron Ristau SMART 660 Woodward, Suite 950 Detroit 48226 313-223-2309 rristau@smartbus.org
Debbie Schutt Schutt & Co. 2210 Lancaster Bloomfield Hills 48302 248-332-0326 dkschutt@schuttandcompany.com
Ted Stone Corradino 200 S. 5" Street Louisville 40202 800-880-8241 tstone@corradino.com
Brian Tingley Schutt & Company 2210 Lancaster Bloomfield Hills 48302 248-332-0326 btingley@schuttandcompany.com
J. David Vanderveen Oakland County 1200 N. Telegraph Pontiac 48341-0409 248-858-0516 vanderveend@oakland.mi.us
Janke V’Soske Madison Hts. 26121 Hampden Madison Hts. 48071
David Wresinski MDOT 425 W. Ottawa Lansing 48909 517-373-8258 wresinskid@michigan.gov
Andy Zeigler MDOT 18101 W. Nine Mile Southfield 48075 248-483-5108 zeiglera@michigan.gov




